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DETAILED ACTION 



This office action is responsive to Amendnnent filed on February 15, 2005. The 
Amendment has been entered. 

Claims 17-32, 41-46 are pending. Claims 1-16 and 33-40 were cancelled. 



Claim Objections 

1 . Claim 45 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is 
required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper 
dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. The recited limitation of the 
second control unit is already recited in base claim 44. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using ft, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 17-32, 41-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention: 
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Regarding claim 17-32, 41-46, while the specification as originally filed describes 
a message having a first control data and second control data for respectively enabling 
(at least) a wireless unit to implement RTS/CTS and the adjustment of fragmentation 
threshold, it doesn't further describe adjusting the fragmentation independent of whether 
or not RTS/CTS data are used while using the same message. 

The specification as originally filed uses fragmentation and/or RTS/CTS, in the 
wireless units (or access points), the specification describes the use of either 
fragmentation or RTS/CTS or both, but does not use both fragmentation and RTS/CTS 
along the feature of the fragmentation independent of whether or not RTS/CTS data are 
used while using the same message . 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shiall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 17-32, 41-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

With regard to independent claim 17, it is not clear what is meant by the claimed 
"message including (i) a first control data that causes said one or more wireless unit to 
enable request to send (RTS) and clear to send (RTS/CTS) data transmissions in 
transmitting data packets to an access point, and (ii) a second control data that causes 
said one or more wireless units to automatically adjust a fragmentation threshold in 
response to changes within the wireless transmission medium independent of whether 
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or not RTS/CTS data are used". More specifically, the fact that the message having 
both first control data and second control data is used to enable the RTS/CTS and the 
fragmentation is in contradiction with the feature of adiustino the fragmentation 
independent of whether or not RTS/CTS data are used. 

Negating the use of the RTS/CTS is absurd, since the RTS/CTS are already 
used along the fragmentation threshold adjustment. 

With regard to clainns 21 , 25, 29, 41 and 44, claims 21 , 25, 29, 41 and 44 suffer 
from similar deficiencies as indicated in claim 17. 

Claims 18-20, 22-24, 26-28, 30-32, 42-43, and 45-46 depends from respective 
claims 17, 21 , 25, 29, 41 and 44, thus they are subject to the same rejections. 

Examiner, in the following office action and in light of the specification, interprets 
the claimed adiustino the fragmentation independent of whether or not RTS/CTS data 
are used, to mean that if the fragmentation adjustment message is used along the 
RTS/CTS, the use of the fragmentation threshold adjustment is independent from the 
use of the RTS/CTS. 

Therefore, the feature of the automatically adjusting the fragmentation threshold 
independent of whether or not RTS/CTS is interpreted as such in the rejection that 
follow, which feature is described by Adashi, see figure 10, steps 42, 45, 46 and 47, and 
the response to argument. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
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by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AlPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. 
Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AlPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

4. Claims 17, 18, 21, 22, 29, 30, and 41-43 (as best understood) are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Adachi, U.S. Patent No (6,256,334). 

Regarding claim 17, with reference to figure 3, Adachi discloses a method of 
wireless communications comprising: 

adding RTS/CTS frame to a synchronization frame to be notified to the terminal 
station 2, see column 1 5, lines 33-44, 

adding a maximum packet length to the synchronization frame. See column 15, 
lines 33-44, column 23, lines 27-34 and figure 1 0 steps 48 and 49. (Examiner 
interpreted the added maximum packet length as being the claimed message including 
a second control data that causes said one or more wireless units to automatically 
adjust fragmentation threshold in response to changes in the wireless transmission 
medium). 

Adashi further discloses counting the number of retransmissions (claimed 
measuring a transmission error factor) due to collisions/contention (claimed changes 
within the transmission medium) and using that number in adjusting the nnaximum data 
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packet length (claimed fragmentation threshold) to be transmitted, see column 15, lines 
19-25. (Claimed measuring a transmission error factor and adjusting the fragmentation 
threshold in accordance with the measured transmission error). 

Adashi discloses that each of the fragmenting and RTS/CTS can be used alone 
or in combination, see figure 10, steps 42, 45, 46 and 47. (Examiner interpreted the use 
of one of fragmenting, RTS/CTS or both as the claimed automatically adjusting the 
fragmentation threshold independent of whether or not RTS/CTS) 

Regarding claims 1 8, 22, 30, and 42, Adashi discloses the use of RTS/CTS 
frame is notified to each terminal station 2 by way of the synchronization frame signal. 
See column 23, lines 29-34. (Examiner interpreted the notification of each terminal 
station by way of the synchronization frame, as being the claimed message comprises a 
multicast data pacl<et intended for said one or more associated wireless unit, because 
only the terminal stations that are within the base station cell that would be able to 
receive the synchronization frame, and that reads on the multicasting feature). 

Regarding claim 21, with reference to figures 1 and 3, Adashi discloses a radio 
base station 1 (claimed access point) having an RTS/CTS-addition-and-packet-length- 
setting Section 68 in combination with SYNCH Frame transmission section 51 that 
transmit a synchronization message (claimed message) having RTS/CTS frame 
(claimed first control data) and maximum packet length (claimed second control data) 
to a plurality of terminal stations (figure3, units 2), see column 15, lines 33-44. and 
column 23, lines 27-34 and figure 1 0 steps 48 and 49. Adashi further discloses 
dynamically counting the number of retransmissions due to collisions/contention, and 
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using that number in adjusting the maximum data packet length to be transmitted, see 
column 15, lines 19-25. (Examiner interpreted the combination of the units 68 and 51 
as being the claimed logic circuit). (Claimed an access point having a logic circuit to 
transmit a message to one or more associated wireless unit, the message includes a 
first control data that causes one or more associated wireless units to implement 
RTC/CTS in transmitting data packets to the access point, and a second control data 
that causes one or more wireless unit to automatically adjust a fragmentation threshold 
in responses to changes within the wireless transmission medium, the logic continue to 
adjust the fragmentation threshold through subsequent messages based on a 
measured transmission error factor). (Examiner interpreted the dynamic maximum 
packet length adjustment by the RTS/CTS-addition-and-packet-length-setting Section 
68, (see column 15, lines 1-44) as being the claimed logic continue to adjust the 
fragmentation threshold through subsequent messages based on a measured 
transmission error factor and the collision/contention as being the claimed changes to 
the wireless transmission medium). 

Adashi discloses that each of the fragmenting and RTS/CTS can be used alone 

or in combination, see figure 10, steps 42, 45, 46 and 47. (Examiner interpreted the use 

of one of fragmenting, RTS/CTS or both as the claimed automatically adjusting the 

fragmentation threshold independent of whether or not RTS/CTS) 

Regarding claim 29, with reference to figure 2, Adachi discloses a wireless 

terminal stations 2, comprising: 
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a plurality of sections 72-78 to communicate with a radio base station 1 (figure3); 
(claimed a wireless transceiver to communicate with an access point via a wireless 
transmission medium); 

a SYNCH FRAME RECEPTION SECTION 70, (claimed logic circuit) to receive 
synchronization message having an RTS/CTS frame synchronization message 
(claimed message) having RTS/CTS frame (claimed first control data) and maximum 
packet length (claimed second control data that causes automatic adjustment of the 
fragmentation threshold). See column 15, lines 33-44. Adashi further discloses 
dynamically counting the number of retransmissions due to collisions/contention, and 
using that number in adjusting the maximum data packet length to be transmitted, see 
column 15, lines 19-25. (Examiner interpreted the combination of the units 68 and 51 
as being the claimed logic circuit). (Claimed logic circuit to receive a message from 
said access point by way of the wireless transceiver, wherein the message includes a 
first control data that causes the wireless unit to use request to send (RTS) and clear to 
send (CTS) in transmission of the data to the access point, and second control data 
that causes autonnatic adjustment of a fragmentation threshold supported by the 
wireless unit in response to changes in the wireless medium, the logic circuit to 
continue to adjust the fragmentation threshold through subsequent messages based 
on a measured transmission error factor). (Examiner interpreted the dynamic 
maximum packet length adjustment by the RTS/CTS-addition-and-packet-length- 
setting Section 68, (see column 15, lines 1-44) as being the claimed logic continue to 
adjust the fragmentation threshold through subsequent messages based on a 
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measured transmission error factor, and the collision/contention as being the claimed 

changes to the wireless transmission medium). 

Adashi discloses that each of the fragmenting and RTS/CTS can be used alone 
or in combination, see figure 10, steps 42, 45, 46 and 47. (Examiner interpreted the use 
of one of fragmenting, RTS/CTS or both as the claimed automatically adjusting the 
fragmentation threshold independent of whether or not RTS/CTS) 

Regarding claim 41 , with reference to figures 1 and 3, Adashi discloses a radio 
base station 1 (claimed access point) having an RTS/CTS-addition-and-packet-length- 
setting Section 68 in combination with SYNCH Frame transmission section 51 that 
transmit a synchronization message having RTS/CTS frame (claimed second control 
data) and maximum packet length (claimed first control data) that causes automatic 
adjustment of the fragmentation threshold), see column 15, lines 33-44, and column 23, 
lines 27-34 and figure 10 steps 48 and 49. Adashi further discloses dynamically 
counting the number of retransmissions due to collisions/contention, and using that 
number in adjusting the maximum data packet length to be transmitted to a plurality of 
terminal stations (figure3, units 2), see column 15, lines 19-25. (Examiner interpreted 
the combination of the units 68 and 51 as being the claimed logic circuit. In addition 
Adashi discloses that the synchronization frame comprises a maximum packet length to 
be used In fragmenting data for transmission (Claimed an access point having a logic 
circuit to transmit a message to one or more associated wireless unit, the message 
includes a first control data that causes one or more associated wireless units to 
implement a fragmentation threshold in transmitting data packets to the access point 
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and a second control data that causes said one or more wireless unit to use request to 
send (RTC) and clear to send (CTS) in transmission of data to the access point, the 
logic circuit to continue to adjust the fragmentation threshold through subsequent 
messages based on a measured error rate). 

Adashi discloses that each of the fragmenting and RTS/CTS can be used alone 
or in combination, see figure 10, steps 42, 45, 46 and 47. (Examiner interpreted the use 
of one of fragmenting, RTS/CTS or both as the claimed automatically adjusting the 
fragmentation threshold independent of whether or not RTS/CTS) 

Regarding claim 43, Adashi discloses dynamic change of the maximum packet 
length by having the maximum packet length set to a smaller length or larger length, 
see column 15, lines 19-32. (Claimed message includes a specified fragmentation 
threshold to be used by the one ore more associated wireless unit, because it inherent 
to Adashi that the smaller (or larger) thresholds are specified since the nriessage contain 
the length of the packet as the fragmentation indication to be used). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 25, 26, 44 and 45 (as best understood) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Adachi, U.S. Patent No (6,256,334). 

Regarding claim 25, 44 and 45, with reference to figures 3 and 4, Adashi 
discloses an MPU (Microprocessor Unit) 21 that controls each of the constituent 
elements attached to it over the bus 29 and manages the terminal station 2 under 
control of the radio base station 1 , See column 10, lines 15-19, Adashi further discloses 
that the radio base station 1 having an RTS/CTS-addition-and-packet-length-setting 
Section 68 in combination with SYNCH Frame transmission section 51 that transmit a 
synchronization message having RTS/CTS frame (claimed first control data) and 
maximum packet length (claimed second control data) to a plurality of terminal stations 
(figure3, units 2), see column 15, lines 33-44, and column 23, lines 27-34 and figure 10 
steps 48 and 49. Further Adashi discloses dynamically counting the number of 
retransmissions due to collisions/contention, and using that number in adjusting the 
maximum data packet length to be transmitted, see column 15, lines 19-25. (Examiner 
interpreted the combination of the units 68 and 51 as being the claimed logic circuit and 
the dynamic maximum packet length adjustment by the RTS/CTS-addition-and-packet- 
length-setting Section 68 (see column 15, lines 1-44) as being the claimed logic 
continue to adjust the fragmentation threshold through subsequent messages based on 
a measured transmission error factor, and the collision/contention as being the claimed 
changes to the wireless transmission medium). 

Adashi also discloses that each of the fragmenting and RTS/CTS can be used 
alone or in combination, see figure 10, steps 42, 45, 46 and 47. (Examiner interpreted 
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the use of one of fragmenting, RTS/CTS or both as the claimed automatically adjusting 
the fragmentation threshold independent of whether or not RTS/CTS) 

Adashi does not explicitly disclose a software routine to control the elements of 
the base station. However, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art, at the time the invention was made to load control software in the MPU of 
Adashi so that the Adashi's system would be up-gradable. The advantage would be the 
ability to add other features to the system of Adashi as the wireless LAN technology 
evolves (i.e. RTS/CTS in combination with QoS). 

Regarding claim 26, Adashi discloses the use of RTS/CTS frame is notified to 
each terminal station 2 by way of the synchronization frame signal. See column 23, 
lines 29-34. (Examiner interpreted the notification of each terminal station by way of the 
synchronization frame, as being the claimed message comprises a multicast data 
packet intended for said one or more associated wireless unit, because only the 
terminal stations that are within the base station cell that would be able to receive the 
synchronization frame, and that reads on the multicasting feature). 

6. Claims 19, 20, 23, 24, 27, 28, 31, and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Adashi in view of Fisher, US (5,889,772). Hereinafter referred 
to as Fisher. 

Regarding claims 19, 23, 27, 31, Adashi discloses substantially all the limitations 
of respective parent claims 17, 21 25 and 29 as indicated above. In addition Adashi also 
discloses dynamic change of the maximum packet length (claimed adjusting 
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fragmentation threshold), that is determined by the base station wherein the maximum 
packet length is set to a smaller length or larger length based on the number of 
occurrences of collisions/contention (claimed transmission error factor), see column 15, 
lines 19-32, (Claimed second message includes a current fragmentation threshold being 
determined by the access point). 

The difference between Adashi and the claims is that Adashi does not specify 
comparing the "transmission error factor" to an upper threshold and reducing a prior 
fragmentation threshold to the current fragmentation threshold if the transmission error 
factor is greater than the upper threshold and comparing the transmission error to a 
lower threshold and increasing the prior fragmentation threshold to the current 
fragmentation threshold if the transmission error factor is less than the lower threshold. 

However, Fischer discloses automatically adjusting the fragmentation threshold 
comprises 

comparing the transmission error factor to an upper threshold, and decreasing 
the fragmentation threshold if the transmission error factor is above the upper threshold 
(Fischer's embodiment allows the fragmentation threshold to be dynamically adjusted to 
maximize the WLAN throughput for the current operating conditions. The fragmentation 
threshold is adjusted according to the bit error rate ratios between a transmitting station 
and a receiving station. If the BER reaches a certain higher value, the monitor and 
adjust unit 112 lower the fragmentation threshold until the packets have a lower rate of 
error; for example see column 12 lines 7-20 and 42-55); 

comparing the transmission error factor to a lower threshold, and increasing the 
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fragmentation threshold if the transmission error factor is below the lower threshold if 
the BER reaches a certain lower value, it is inherent the monitor and adjust unit 
112 will raise the fragmentation threshold until the packets have an acceptable 
rate of error to maximize throughput; see column 3 lines 65-67 and column4 lines 34- 
38). 

it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made to use the dynamic fragmentation method of Fisher in lieu of that of 
Adashi so that the throughput of Adashi system will be increased while maintaining a 
range of tolerable number of retransmissions. A person of skill in the art would be 
motivated to do so by recognizing the advantage of having an upper and lower 
fragmentation limits in shaping the traffic load in the wireless medium of Adashi instead 
the single comparing step of Adashi. In addition, it would be advantageous to provide 
the ability to limit the number of error within an acceptable range for data transmission, 
and similarly enable the system Adashi to provide wireless QoS by assigning different 
threshold limits to different classes of traffic. 

Regarding claims 20, 24, 28, Adashi discloses dynamic change of the maximum 
packet length by having the maximum packet length set to a smaller length or larger 
length based on the number of occurrences of collisions/contention (claimed 
transmission error factor), see column 15, lines 19-32. But does not disclose dividing 
the maximum packet length (claimed maximum packet by a divisional factor). 

However, Fisher discloses adjusting the fragmentation threshold level for 
providing fragmentation of data frames to be transmitted according to the ratio of the 
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incremented count of the failures to the incremented count of the attempts (i.e. BER (bit 
error rate)) (claimed divisional factor), see column 12, lines 6-12, and based on the 
calculated BER ratio, the fragmentation threshold level is adjusted, see column12, lines 
14-18. 

it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made to use the BER divisional factor of Fisher in adjusting (determining) 
the fragmentation threshold of Adashi so that instead of fragmenting the packets based 
on the number of collisions/contention, the BER (Bit Error Rate) would give a more 
precise tolerance level of errors in the transmission of data. A person of skill in the art 
would be motivated to do so by recognizing the possibility of not exceeding the level of 
errors permissible in the implementation of different traffic priorities. It would also be 
advantageous to provide specific BER thresholds for each wireless unit in accordance 
with the type of traffic between each wireless unit and the base station. 

Regarding claim 46, Adashi discloses dynamic change of the maximum packet 
length by having the maximum packet length set to a smaller length or larger length, 
see column 15, lines 19-32. (Claimed message includes a specified fragmentation 
threshold to be used by the one ore more associated wireless unit, because it inherent 
to Adashi that the smaller (or larger) thresholds are specified since the message contain 
the length of the packet as the fragmentation indication to be used). 
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7. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Adashi 
in view of Fisher, US (5,889,772) and further in view of Fisher US (6,640,325). 
Hereinafter referred to as Fisher772 and Fisher'325 respectively. 

Regarding claim 32, Adashi discloses dynamic change of the maximum packet 
length (claimed fragmentation threshold) by having the maximum packet length set to a 
smaller length or larger length in the synchronization frame (claimed second control 
data) based on the collision/contentions, ( the smaller length is provided within the 
synchronization frame (claimed synchronization frame provided in real-time)). See 
column 15, lines 19-32. Adashi does not explicitly disclose the smaller fragmentation 
threshold is provided in response to a change in the wireless transmission medium due 
to interference. 

However, Fisher'772 discloses adjusting a fragmentation threshold based on 
BER (Bit error rate), see column 12, lines 6-18. 

Fisher'325 discloses that all the networks are subject to interference that is a 
source of bit errors. See column 1 , lines 1 9-37. 

It would have been obvious to adjust the maximum packet length to the smaller 
value of Adashi, using the bit eror rate calculation of fisher'772 by recognizing the 
level of errors versus the interference level as indicated by Fisher'325 so that the 
fragmenting of the packets in the system of Adashi would be in accordance with the 
level of interferences from various sources. The advantage would be the ability to 
transmit data within a tolerable error levels in the presence of variable interference 
conditions. 
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Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed on 5/24/2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive: 

Applicants argue that Adashi doesn't describe or suggest a method or logic as 
recited in claims 17, 21, 25, 29, 41 and 44. Applicants relied on figure 10, step 42, 51- 
52, step 45, 46 and 47-49. Examiner respectfully disagrees, because of the following 
main reasons: firstly. Applicant misinterpreted the teaching of Adashi; secondly the 
core feature of Applicants argument is neither clear nor supported by the specification 
as originally filed. (See 112 rejections above). Applicant contend that the claimed 
adiustinq the fragmentation independent of whether or not RTS/CTS data are used 
introduced by the amendment is not disclosed by Adashi. Examiner interpreted this 
feature based on the disclosure, in which a message defined as an lAPP multicast 
packet (spec pages 16, line 24 through page 17, line 24), the message having (inter 
alias) a first control signal (for fragmentation use) and a second control signal (for 
RTS/CTS); in addition, the specification briefly mention the concept of performing 
fragmentation and/or RTS/CTS (page 16, lines 7-15), However Adashi describe with 
greater details the use of fragmenting and /or RTS/CTS, the details of Adashi of 
fragmentation and /or RTS/CTS are not limiting in the sense that they are dependent of 
each other as Applicants contend. 

Examiner assumes that Applicant amendment to independent claims 17, 21, 25, 
29, 41 and 44 is intended to overcome the Adashi reference and not better claim the 
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invention. Moreover, the teaching of Adashi with regard to the independence of the 
RTS/CTS from the adjustment of fragmentation is clearly shown in figure 10, see for 
example step 42-46, in which the RTS/CTS is used without fragmenting, and step 47- 
48-50 in which fragmentation is used without RTS/CTS, and the use of both RTS/CTS 
fragmentation step 51 . 

Examiner concludes, given the most reasonable broadest interpretation of the 
claim limitations, that the rejection above is proper. 

Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this comnriuni cation or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to AHMED ELALLAM whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3097. The examiner can nornnally be reached on 9-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kizou Hassan can be reached on (571) 272-3088. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). n 



AHMED ELALLAM 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2662 
June 10, 2005 



HASSAN KIZOU |jC 
SUPERVISORY 'patent EXAMINEI 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 




